When I first began to think about the presidential address, I planned to choose one of the research areas in which I've worked all of my professional life. I considered a paper on Sociology and the City, urban sociology currently being in an exciting intellectual transition, and also one on Poverty and Inequality, a topic about which sociologists have far more to contribute than they now do. I would also have liked to discuss Sociology and the Mass Media, an ever more significant field which still has not received the attention and respect from the discipline that it deserves.
still need to do to serve the lay public and the institutions in which it is involved, in many respects we are doing better than we have in the past. Sociology has established a presence in many kinds of policy analysis and is moving into large numbers of other so-called practice areas, even if our ideas continue to be largely absent from the country's political thinking. As best I can tell from energetic but unsystematic observation, the news media pay more attention to us than before, and some journalists now want sociological angles on feature stories they are covering. Slowly but surely they are also becoming interested in sociological research. We even show up as sympathetic characters in occasional popular novels and films, although we continue to play villains and fools in high culture. I have the impression that the majority of the literary community still believes that only it can analyze society.
When one talks with publishers of general, nonacademic books as well as with editors and writers for so-called serious magazines and with foundation heads, the picture also remains discouraging. Too many people still dislike sociology or, worse still, are not interested in it. To be sure, often they react to caricatures of sociology, but the very fact that they are not motivated to go beyond caricatures is itself depressing. In effect, we play a smaller part in the country's intellectual life than we should.
Many sociologists find nothing wrong with this state of affairs. For them, sociology is a social science with emphasis on the science, and reaching out to, or obtaining the attention of, the lay public is irrelevant. Others hold a stronger version of this point of view; being in touch with the laity, except when necessary for earning a living, impedes the progress of scientific research. Colleagues who feel most strongly speak of vulgarizing sociology or pandering to the uninformed.
I believe that these feelings are mistaken. Maintaining some relationship with the American public is part of our responsibility as members of society and as recipients of its tools and our values to understand and assess what we are doing for and to the country, as well as to all the sectors on which we might impinge, from underdogs to top dogs, for instance. We need to know whom we help and whom we injure and damage, intentionally and unintentionally, so that we can figure out what we should be doing and not doing in behalf of a better society, however "better" may be defined.
"Sociology in America" is a good title for an ASA annual meeting theme, but the topic could also be called sociology and society, in part to emphasize that it must be crossnational and cross-cultural as well (Kohn 1987) . A first priority is conceptualizing the basic subject, and many alternatives are possible. One can begin by looking for and at sociology's contributions, identifying activities and institutions in which sociologists have participated directly or in which their work has been used indirectly. A major problem with looking at contributions is that we tend to forget the negative ones and the ones we fail to make, but this problem can be corrected.
A slightly different approach would be to ask what roles sociology has played and is playing, adding the evaluative element by also asking how well these roles were played, and which should be played in the future. Some roles are self-evident, but the concept allows us to wonder whether, for example, we somehow also represent particular interest groups, or falling, not to mention rising, classes. Or are we mainly one of a set of academics whose role it is to add a touch of cultural polish and a smidgen of social conscience to the socialization of young Americans able and willing to go to college? Yet how do we fit into the scheme of things when we play what I think of as the Martian role, distancing ourselves and going to Erving Goffman's backstage-or back of it-to report on how society or some of its constituent parts operate.
My own thinking takes me in the direction of effects concepts, because what matters most is not what we have done but how our work has affected others. Somewhat the same outcome as a study of effects can be achieved by the use of functional analysis, for functions are operationalized as consequences-as long as we always inquire into functions and dysfunctions of what for whom, and assume the possibility that some of our 3 activities are functional mainly for ourselves. Alternatively, one can look at sociology's benefits and costs-if these are not treated solely as quantitative concepts. We must also remember that researchers will not always agree on what is beneficial and costly, and that the determination of benefits and costs must reflect the views of all those who actually win and lose. Moreover, we must never exclude the possibility that our work has neither significant benefits nor costs-nor major independent effects. We are, after all, only 20,000 in a country of 230 million.
I am aware of all the methodological difficulties of studying effects, functions, and benefits and costs, but we must discover what impact we have had. Furthermore, any properly sociological effects study has to examine the agents and processes that have shaped sociology to achieve whatever impacts it is having. Thus, a study of sociology's impact on America must be preceded by research on America's impacts on sociology (Gouldner 1970; Vidich and Lyman 1985) . However, if we analyze the roles we have played, we must likewise ask who helped us play these roles and how we were invited or shoehorned into them.
Needless to say, there are other conceptual schemes for looking at sociology in America, but whatever the schemes, the questions I have raised also have to be answered historically. In fact, it may be strategic to begin with historical analyses because the historical view can give us a better fix on the primary theoretical and empirical issues on which we must concentrate in order to understand the present.
Although the teaching of sociology has still not obtained enough respect from the discipline, the fact remains that virtually all academic sociologists, including those at the most elite research universities, earn their living by teaching. Consequently, one of the first and most important questions to be researched concerns the effects, and thus also the effectiveness, of our teaching.
ASA estimates that 75 percent of America's sociologists-or 15,000-are still academics. If each teaches four courses a year, and many unfortunately teach many more, that comes to 60,000 courses a year, and of these the most frequently taught continue to be introductory, marriage and the family, and social problems. Although studies have been made of the major texts used in these courses, For the study of sociology in America, and for the making of health policy, we must examine whether and how such findings are, or could be, providing competition for purely medical models of health and illness. In addition, we need to know whether and how these findings are leading to changes in medical activity, from physician practice to national health policy. Conversely, we must also study why changes did not take place, so that we can try to understand how they could take place. Since informal groups should cost less than doctors and hospitals, social supports would help reduce medical costs and might be welcomed for that reason alone-unless hospitals and doctors decide to turn them into a medical specialty, and charge accordingly.
Whether the study of Sociology in America involves basic, applied, or policy-oriented research, we will, in effect, be studying ourselves. I need not list the dangers of a disciplinary-wide self-study, and in a utopian world, another social science would study us while we study yet a third. However, in this world, we have to do the needed studies and we have to learn how to deal with the likely conflicts of interest.
An I have no illusions about how much we can agree on the nature of the good society or how much we can do to bring one about, but the discussion of these questions will have beneficial results for the discipline itself. The very innocence of the notion of the good society may be a useful antidote for our too frequent tendency toward excessive abstraction. Moreover, asking fundamental general questions, even the kind that cannot be answered easily or completely, forces us to address issues of widespread interest in America and is, in addition, a way of reaching out to the general public.
SOCIOLOGY AND THE LAY PUBLIC
The second part of my paper is about improving relations with the public and its institutions. I begin again on an empirical note, because at least two further topics badly need study if we are going to act intelligently to improve our relations with both the large general and the smaller well-educated public.
One study seeks to identify lay sociology, the generalizations about society and its parts that all people-we included-start learning as children, long before knowing of the existence of professional sociology. True, lay people do not label their knowledge about society sociology, but nonetheless it consists of ideas and data in all of the fields we study. Much lay sociology is learned during the process of socialization, yet more is discovered through the applied participantobservation we all do constantly in everyday social life, and some comes from nonprofessional, or so-called pop, sociology: research done by nonprofessional sociologists who use some of our methods but few of our concepts and theories.
For my purpose, the significant questions center around what happens when people's lay sociology comes into contact with our professional sociology. We have to discover what impacts we have on lay sociology, and whether and how we add to and change it. Perhaps even more to the point, we have to find out if and why we are ignored or rejected. When the generalizations of lay and professional sociology diverge, we generally seek to replace the lay kind, and our students may fail to learn because they are not persuaded that our sociology is more valid than theirs. I wonder, for example, what happens when working-class and poor students, whose lay sociologies are particularly rich in the fields of class and inequality, take a course in social stratification which sees society solely from a middle-class perspective. Although we assume that professional sociology is always better than the lay version, that assumption also deserves some inquiry.
The other study strikes at the heart of our relations with the educated public because we need to know in detail how our sociology is judged by that public. If, when, and where our standing is not as good as it should be, we have to identify the reasons and causes. In addition, we have to find out what the members of this public want from sociology, ours and theirs. There is clearly a great demand for applied organizational research, for the management literature is full of pop sociology on this topic, much of it so poor that every six months yet another new analysis becomes a brief best-seller.
In their nonoccupational reading, however, many members of the educated public seem to specialize in literary and historical works, which is one reason why just about all of the important magazines and publishing houses catering to this public continue to be run by people from literary and historical backgrounds. Why the reading public is so fond of history and why it ignores-and perhaps dislikes-some or much sociology is a research topic of fundamental importance, for until we have a comprehensive answer our work will not get much attention from the journals of cultural and political opinion, the large circulation "class" magazines such as Time, The New Yorker, or The Atlantic, and "trade book" publishers who publish nontechnical books in the social sciences.
Despite the need for these researches, many suggestions can be made now for how to improve our relations with the lay public, but I will limit myself to five I consider particularly significant.
First, I assume the lay public-general and educated-will pay more attention to professional sociology if and when our research addresses salient subjects and issues. Many of these center around the family, the economy, and health-subjects about which we have something to say that can help people's understanding, if we can present our ideas and findings in plain English. Other lay concerns touch on or are set off by current events, and we should figure out how we can do more studies on significant topics of the moment. Many years ago Gladys and Kurt Lang proposed "firehouse research" for such studies, and their proposal is as timely as ever. We can also supply useful comments on topical issues, especially as debunkers and correctors when the early journalistic reports and nonprofessional sociology are wrong. In addition, we can report on trends underlying topical subjects and can often provide more systematic explanations of events and trends than do journalists and pop sociologists.
An already existing lay interest in our sociology has to do with the diversity of American life. Because of that diversity, some members of the lay public want to know how other Americans cope with common problems such as familial and community ones, as well as how they interpret, or substitute for, the conventional rules and norms of American life. It is no coincidence that the best-known sociological works of the last 75 years-Middletown, The Lonely Crowd, and Habits of the Heart-respond to one or another of these lay inquiries.
These studies also exhibit what I consider one of sociology's distinctive qualities: they are based on research among ordinary Americans. While other social sciences concentrate on elite decision-makers, exotic subcultures, or laboratory subjects, sociology has always done much of its work with and among typical Americans. This is one reason why professional sociology, when properly presented, appeals to the lay public. That appeal is widened when we use the research methods that seem most attractive to this public: the depth-interview, in which people have a chance to talk and to explain themselves fully; and fieldwork, in which sociologists are on the scene to hear them on a continuing basis, and inside the social structures in which they act and interact.
The ideal study format may be the community study, not because I have done a few but because it is broad; it allows researchers the opportunity to report on a variety of people across a wide range of institutions and situations. If the communities and people studied are reasonably representative or thoughtfully chosen deviant cases, the sampling is done properly, and the research is focused on significant theoretical and substantive questions, this is the best way to look at America, for both the discipline and the lay public (Keller 1988) .
Community studies are hard work; they can take a long time and, like many qualitative studies, do not fit the currently dominant definition of science. As a result, funding agencies have not been supportive-a serious mistake that helps to explain why sociology is not as much in the public eye as it should be.
The second of my five suggestions is a corollary of the first: that undergraduate sociology courses should concentrate, whenever -possible, on sociological analyses of American institutions and society rather than on sociological principles illustrated with samples from America. There is nothing like an overly concept-filled introductory course to turn many students against sociology forever. Courses that teach sociology through an analysis of American society also require 7 research on topical issues and current events.3 Unfortunately, even reading a first-class newspaper or weekly news magazine with a sociological eye is not normally part of the graduate school training program. If we carried out more analyses of topical issues and current events, sociology could make more original contributions to understanding both. If any sociologists now prepare such analyses for their classes, we should find a place where the best of them can be published for the rest of us.
My third proposal is that we must recruit and encourage talented sociologists who are able and eager to report their work so that it is salient to both their colleagues and the educated lay public. Borrowing Russell Jacoby's concept of public intellectuals (Jacoby 1987), they might be called public sociologists, and the public sociologist par excellence that comes at once to mind is David Riesman. Public sociologists are not popularizers; they are empirical researchers, analysts, or theorists like the rest of us, although often their work is particularly thoughtful, imaginative or original in some respect.4
Public sociologists have three further distinctive traits. One is their ability to discuss even sociological concepts and theories in the English of the college-educated reader, probably because they enjoy writing as well as doing research and may even think of themselves as writers. Their second trait is the breadth of their sociological interests, which covers much of society even if their research is restricted to a few fields. That breadth also extends to their conception of sociology, which extends beyond research reporting to commentary and in many cases also to social criticism. To put it another way, their work is intellectual as well as scientific.5 A third, not unrelated, trait is the ability to avoid the pitfalls of undue professionalism described by earlier ASA presidents (for example, Hughes 1963, p. 890; Lee 1976, pp. 927-29).
I do not know how one recruits fledgling or mature public sociologists, but I fear that too many young people with an interest in society get Ph.D.'s in English, literature, or history. Consequently, sociology must encourage those it does attract, beginning in graduate school. It also has to assure them that they can be both sociologists and writers and will not be discriminated against for this combination of skills. For example, they must be rewarded for being writers, and their major sociological writing in nonscholarly publications must be treated as equivalent to scholarly writing in promotion and tenure decisions. We should also find outlets for their writing inside sociology so we do not lose all their work to other publications.
I have been around long enough to remember when David Riesman was not considered a sociologist in many parts of the discipline, although even today some colleagues who hold fervently to a natural science conception of sociology reject public sociologists. Worse yet, they may dismiss them as "journalists," a term that we should never use as a pejorative for yet other reasons I will come to shortly. I am told that John Kenneth Galbraith, the dean of public economists, has never been accepted as an economist by many of his colleagues, but then economics is a backward social science in other respects.
The fourth suggestion for adding to our impact on the lay public requires revitalizing an old mode of public sociology: social criticism. I oversimplify only slightly to point out that American sociology began in part as social criticism, and while a handful of sociologists have continued this tradition, today's American social criticism is almost entirely in the hands of journalists, essayists, literary critics, and philosophers. Europe is quite different in this respect, because many European sociologists and researchers double as -newspaper or magazine columnists, writing regularly the kind of social commentary found here in journals of opinion and cultural criticism.
We are not Europeans and we should not even imitate America's current social critics.
Our task is sociological social criticism.
Journalistic and humanistic critics too often 3 Some time ago I received a blurb for an annual review of sociology text for undergraduates and discovered that the vast majority of contributions were not written by sociologists.
4 I distinguish public sociologists from visible scientists (Goodell 1977 ) because the visible scientists she describes earned their visibility not only as scientists but also as popularizers and as commentators on social issues far outside their scientific fields. 5 Jacoby's hopes notwithstanding, public sociologists also have to be academics or practitioners, there currently being no free-lance writing market to provide a living for even one sociologist. view social ills by what makes them personally unhappy, and they may also misunderstand the causes of these ills or offer solutions that reflect the values of a single group-be it intellectual elite or working class. Partly as a result, conventional criticism is frequently nostalgic or apocalyptic, with good old days being mourned right and left and many institutions thought to be in permanent rapid decline-headed almost always by the family.
The sociological social critic can do much better! The identification of social ills ought to be based both on empirical data about what the public or several parts of it feel to be wrong, and on the critic's own concerns. Proposed solutions can likewise transcend the perspective of the critic's own immediate circle, and they should draw on systematic causal analyses of the problems to be solved.
Social criticism is not for every sociologist, but it should become part of the discipline just as social policy research became a part of it in the last 20 years, once we were able to move beyond the primitive conceptions of valuefree sociology on which the early disapproval of social policy research was based. Sociological social criticism will never grow as large as social policy research, however, because it cannot, and should not, become a government function.
My fifth and last proposal is particularly focused on the general public. Since its major contact with professional sociology comes from the mass media, we should try to get more of the sociological perspective and our own studies into these media. Reaching the general public requires popularizers, sociologists and others who can turn the ideas and findings reported in our journals and books that should be of general interest into everyday English.6
Concurrently, we should encourage the journalists who also popularize our work: the small number of free-lancers who do it from time to time, as well as the handful who have regular social or behavioral science beats. We 6 Actually, a number of sociologists are already working with ASA's Public Information Committee and ASA staff to write popular articles from papers in various sociological journals. Now we need to find ways to get their work into the media, which also requires learning what kinds and subjects of sociology will appeal to the general public, and the editors who supply their newspapers and magazines.
should assist journalistic popularizers as much as we can, for good popularization will increase public interest in sociology. At the same time, we may be able to head off some inaccurate or sensationalized popularization.
In addition, we should help nonprofessional researchers who undertake pop sociology, which I described earlier as research based on the concepts and ideas of lay sociology. We can be particularly helpful with advice on methods. After all, the rules of sampling, question construction, field work, and statistical analysis apply equally to professional and pop sociology. True, nonprofessional sociologists often cannot apply these rules as rigorously as we do, for the lay public is not interested in professional subtleties and qualifications, whether in sociology or in physics. Still, our common interests in good methodology can make us useful as long as we understand and are tolerant about the differences between their sociology and ours.
Good nonprofessional sociology is useful to us for the same reasons as good popularization. We have a special interest in reducing bad pop sociology, however, because its low quality can reflect on us directly and quickly since the general public may not distinguish between professional and nonprofessional sociology.
Professional sociologists should keep an eye on pop sociology, if only because it has a much larger audience than we do. They should also distinguish between good and bad pop sociology, but unfortunately too many of our colleagues look down on all of it, as they do on popularizers of our work. This stance can only hurt the discipline, for when some of us appear distant and superior, we may turn off members of the lay public otherwise ready to pay attention to our work. Worse yet, wholesale rejection of sociologies other than ours may end up by biting the public hand that feeds us.
An ideal solution, allowing us to have our cake while eating it, is an ASA-run or supervised magazine of high-quality popularized and pop sociology, but that solution is unrealistic since the current lay constituency for sociology is too small to support such a magazine. Sociology may be inherently less newsworthy than, for example, psychology or economics, since both give advice about everyday life of a kind that we cannot supply-or anthropology and psychiatry, which can tell more dramatic stories than we.
Thus, a Sociology Today modeled on the monthly Psychology Today is not in the cards.7
Today's most significant disseminators of our sociology to the general public are magazine and newspaper journalists who incorporate our work in their stories, occasionally because they judge a sociological study to be newsworthy but increasingly often because they want sociological commentary on and in their stories. In these cases they may look for appropriate sociological findings, a sociological perspective to increase the quality of their story, or a quote to provide the story with some sociological legitimation.
These journalists are a crucial resource for us, a veritable disciplinary treasure, and they should be given our full and immediate cooperation (Gans 1988 ). That we are being called more and more often by reporters, feature writers, and their equivalents in television can only be viewed as a compliment. I hope it is also a sign that the old days, when sociology was good only for a cranky feature exaggerating our shortcomings, are coming to an end.8 Besides, the more we help journalists with their stories, the more interested they may become in reporting our studies.
We can be helpful further by eliminating the mindless attacks on journalism that are still heard in the discipline. At one level they reflect a disciplinary stereotype that all journalism is superficial, but at another level they may express unhappiness with the competition journalists provide us in the study of society. While journalism is often superficial, sociology would be superficial equally often if it had to report to a diverse and often poorly educated lay audience; if it had a twoto six-hour deadline for data collection, analysis, and writing; and if the research 7 Psychology Today, which was founded as, and is once again, a commercially owned magazine, was for some years published by the American Psychological Association, which lost several million dollars in the process and proved that even a giant social science organization is not necessarily commercially adept.
8 Such features, which criticize us for the use of jargon, too many numbers, irrelevance, academic restatements of the obvious, as well as for triviality and excessive seriousness, still appear from time to time, and we should make sure that we do not act according to this now-aging caricature. report had to be condensed into a few hundred words. Journalism has other faults too, but we must learn to distinguish between good and bad journalism. Indeed, we should not refrain from criticizing bad news stories about our work and ideas, as long as we make clear to the journalists involved how and why their work was inadequate. Conversely, we have every right to expect that journalists will learn to distinguish between good and bad sociology, to give up their stereotypes of us, and to stop thinking of the term sociological as a pejorative.
I end this section of the paper with a modest proposal: that the abstracts of our journal articles and the summaries of our academic books be written in nontechnical English.9 Journalists may then become interested in our work instead of becoming discouraged at the very outset, and while they will probably still have troubles with the technical writing in the body of the text, they may be motivated to get in touch with the author for help in clarifying his or her work. They may also wean us away from writing so many of our article and book texts in " Sociologese. "
SOCIOLOGY FOR AMERICA
The third of my three topics is the discipline itself and what we can do to help as well as improve ourselves. I again limit myself to the academic side, mainly at the research university level I know best. I will not systematically evaluate that side of the discipline, however, and I cannot even go into some specific problems that badly need discussing: for example, the ways we still often mistreat graduate students and part-time instructors, which is in part a reflection of long-standing inequalities within the discipline. These inequalities are currently worsened by the ever-expanding star system and the treatment of some colleagues as celebrities.
Here I want principally to outline what we need to do for and in the discipline in order to obtain a better reception from the public, particularly the educated one. This goal requires attention to the intellectual level of 9 Moreover, article abstracts should not be repetitions of the first and sometimes the last paragraphs of the article but should supply readers with a summary of the article's findings. our work and the imperfections that intellectual observers and other members of the educated public see in that work. I will limit myself to two such imperfections. Both can also be found in the other social sciences, which means that their causes transcend our own discipline. However, the imperfections of the other social sciences do not excuse ours-and besides, we should be the first to overcome them, thus leading the way for the others.
The initial imperfection is mindlessness, research that is poorly thought through. Another kind of mindlessness sacrifices substantive validity to a favored analytic technique of the moment. That kind of mindlessness is part and parcel of our passion for methodology, which is actually longstanding. Jules Poincare, who was writing at the turn of the century, even then described sociology as "the science with the most methods and the fewest discoveries."10 Otis Dudley Duncan, whose theme I am here repeating, has put it more pointedly:
Writing on "methodology" cultivated for its own sake produces a bifurcation of scientific effort that is stultifying. You have on the one hand inept researchers who think they have no responsibility for the methods they use because they can cite the authority of some "methodologist" and on the other hand "methodologists" whose advice is no good because they do not Some unfortunate effects of overquantification result from its ideological character. One is the inability of overquantifiers to tolerate disagreement, and their resulting stigmatization of and discrimination against qualitative research. Perhaps as a result, some advocates of qualitative method have also become ideologists. Consequently, a scientific discipline, in which research problems ought to determine the methods, and in which many problems are best solved by the use of both types of methods, is locked into an ideological dispute over a dubious typology-which is, moreover, actually about the nature of sociology.
A related effect of overquantification is the time and energy academic departments, individuals, and the discipline as a whole waste in endless battling over the two types of methods. Robin Williams was recently quoted as calling this a sham battle, adding rightly that -"energy should be better utilized in applying whatever techniques seem to produce reliable knowledge" (Hirschman 1987, p. 5). However, by now the crucial battle is less over ideas than over "scarce resources A final effect of overquantification that needs mentioning is its tropism toward secondary analysis, which makes it possible for sociologists to study society for their entire lives without ever leaving their offices to talk or listen to the people they study." The reliance on secondary analysis also makes us increasingly dependent on officially produced data. Worse yet, the resulting impersonalization of research is thought to make sociology more scientific, whereas in fact intensive interviewing and fieldwork are generally more scientific because the researchers get to know closely the people and social structures they are studying. The problems I have described are familiar and have been discussed in previous presidential addresses (e.g., Coser 1975). Thus, nothing is gained by further elaboration. What would be useful, however, is more sociological research into why sociology and the other social sciences have been developing what I see as imperfections. If I were doing the study, I would want to look particularly at three sets of current academic arrangements.
The first of these arrangements might be called scholarly insulation and a correlative lack of reality checks, which can disconnect our work from what is generally referred to as the real world. Unlike practitioners, our research does not need to be accountable to nonsociological kinds of validity, so that, for example, we are not open to and thus do not receive corrections from the people we have studied. We are accountable to funders to some extent, but many tend to base their judgments on peer reviews and, whatever their other virtues, peer reviewers can be as insulated from the nonsociological world as other researchers.
The absence of reality checks, which is also one cause of intellectual mindlessness, could actually be remedied somewhat by instituting such checks as part of our empirical procedure at the start and just before the end of our research. Basically such checks would involve informal reconnaissances, through the use of informants, informal interviewing, and fieldwork, among the people or institutions under study, as well as the application of independent statistical data, already available or newly collected from a small sample. Even theoretical papers and quantitative secondary analyses can be improved by reality checking.
Another kind of reality checking would identify thoughtful nonsociologists to critique our work and identify errors of omission and commission. Where possible, these must also include the people we study. Reality checks seem to me to be at least as important as literature reviews, and we will be well served if we can make them intrinsic parts of our research procedures.
The other two causes of imperfection are less easy to remedy. One is scientist, the modeling of sociological (and social science) research methods on a highly idealized version of the methods of the natural sciences. Although this modeling began even before sociology first became systematically empirical, it continues today when we know full well, in part from research in the sociology of science, that natural scientists do not operate according to the idealized conception of their method. Indeed, the ideal is humanly unworkable; nevertheless we cannot let go of it. We also know that social structures are not molecules and cannot be studied like them, but we cannot seem to let go of that analogy either. Nor have we yet learned to appreciate Donald McCloskey's lesson that "scientific work is rhetorical" and that it is so "even in its stylistic appeal to a rhetoric of not having a rhetoric" (McCloskey 1985, p. 98). Idealized natural science is a kind of civil religion in modern America, and there may be a quasi-religious element both in the ideal and the consensus behind it. The ideal also continues to justify the search for sociological "laws"-the nomothetic approach to sociology-but that search may express the latent The search for sociological laws is, furthermore, sufficiently abstract to be "above" cultural or political conflicts of the moment. It is perhaps no accident that nomothetic sociology-like overquantified work-is usually noncontroversial, and unlikely to produce criticism of economic, political, and cultural power holders who are behaving in undemocratic or unjust ways.
The third and last cause of imperfection in sociology I will discuss concerns that strange institution in which academics work and in which all academic scholarship is therefore embedded. Although we are paid for the number of courses we teach, we are promoted by how much we publish, and only sometimes by the quality of our publications as well. In effect, our strange institution operates like a machine shop in which publications are treated like piecework. And like employees in any other kind of machine shop basically concerned with amount of productivity, we may overspecialize to study one part of the "social machine."
Moreover, again like workers in other machine shops, we are periodically greeted by new technology oriented to improving productivity, most recently of course the computer. The virtues of the computer for both quantitative and qualitative sociology far outnumber the vices, but there are some downsides too. Despite its potentials for high-quality research, the computer facilitates the speedier and thus greater production of piecework. It further encourages secondary analysis and the use of official, rather than self-generated, data. Although creative researchers can make creative use of the computer, the new technology even reduces the need to think and analyze once the right computer program has been found. Like many other industries, we too are becoming less labor-intensive.
These patterns are also symptoms of the continuing bureaucratization of research and, as often happens, the new technology is merely handmaiden to the socioeconomic process. In fact the computer nicely fits the academic shop routine, for it enables academics to do their research during the interstices of a full teaching load, and to publish more work at a faster clip.'2 The computer adds further to the impersonalization of research, and thus fits in with the worship of the idealized natural science method. What comes out of the computer is therefore automatically judged to be scientific, and insufficient attention is frequently paid to what human beings put into it. The imperfections I have described not only stand in the way of a better sociology but also damage our discipline and its reputation. The public, general and educated, cannot understand, or even see the justification for, much of what we produce, since in too many cases our work appears to have no benefit, direct or indirect, for people's understanding of society or for their lives. The reactions of the lay public must not determine social science policy or shape our research, but they cannot be ignored either. Meanwhile, the leaders as well as the foot soldiers of today's dominant sociologies ought to remember that a good deal of the intellectual standing and good will our discipline has developed comes from the work of public sociologists. Theyand books like The Lonely Crowd and Habits of the Heart-essentially persuade much of the lay public and its politicians that sociology ought to be cared about and funded!'3 OUR SOCIOLOGICAL IDENTITY To conclude my highly selective analysis of the discipline and to end this essay, I want to raise the issue of our identity as sociologists in an era of ever-greater specialization of fields and subfields within the discipline. '4 12 Perhaps the current crisis in university library finances, brought about in part by the everincreasing number of journals which charge ever-increasing subscription rates, will eventually put a damper on the publish-or-perish syndrome.
13 Their reasons for supporting sociology could shrink if cultural anthropologists who can no longer do fieldwork overseas and who learn to cut back on their appetite for exotic U.S. subcultures replaces us even further in doing American community studies.
14 Again, I must omit the practice side of sociology, but the discipline's most serious long-term identity problem is our continuing to conceive of identity in academic research terms, as I do here. Thus, we neglect the fact that many practitioners may have little reason to identify with That identity should concern all of us, to further our own well-being and to help us make our case for the desirability of sociological knowledge to the lay public. Sociology is once again no different from the other social sciences, although the degree of specialization may be greater than it is among our peers because we are the residual social science. We are more diverse to begin with than economics (even though it is now branching out beyond the economy) and political science, which is basically still concerned with politics only in government.
In any case, it is worth looking into the benefits and costs of further sociological specialization. Among the major benefits are the intellectual vitality usually found in new fields and subfields, as well as the intensive personal contact among researchers as long as these fields remain small. Indeed, because of the vitality that accompanies work in the new fields or at the frontiers of research, we ought also to be moving deliberately across the accepted or imagined boundaries of sociology, and in two ways.'5
For one thing, we should look more closely at other social science disciplines to see what we can learn from them as well as to discover how we can improve on their work, jointly or by ourselves. To mention just a few: social history, the study of symbols and symbol systems which we share with anthropology, and empirical research in and of economic institutions can all gain from such a look.'6 Disciplinary boundaries in the social sciences are arbitrary anyway, and they should be crossed freely, preferably for substantive, not imperialistic, reasons. We should act similarly toward boundaries beyond the social sciences and take a greater interest in the humanities. Among other things, the study of the interrelations between culture and social an academic discipline, especially if and when they are pushed or pulled by industry/agency-and job-specific demands for their loyalty.
15 Both of these boundary-crossing themes were considered by the 1988 Program Committee and translated into a number of Special Sessions at the Atlanta meeting. 16 The intellectual vacuum created by the economists' emphasis on econometrics and modelbuilding could and should be filled in part by more ethnographic and other institutional studies by sociologists of the giant, and the small but innovative, firms that currently play a significant role in the American economy. structure can benefit from the concepts and ideas of literary scholars. These can put some of our concepts and ideas to use as well in their work on literature and society-for instance, what we have learned about the roles of audiences in the production of culture.
Increasing specialization inside sociology also carries costs, however. For one thing, the more sociologists specialize in particular fields, the more are some likely to limit themselves to really tiny specialties within the discipline as a whole. Moreover, when new fields and subfields develop, they quickly breed their own technical languages.
The end result is that [the discipline] looks like a wheel. People sit on their own spokes and talk less and less to those on the other side. Eventually the wheel may become a doughnut, with a huge intellectual hole in the middle. (Winkler 1986 , p. 7)
The person I quote is geographer Sam Hilliard talking about his own discipline, but his comment is starting to apply to sociology as well, and the challenge is to prevent both the wheel and the intellectual hole. The hole cannot, however, be filled by pining for one approach or theory that will reintegrate sociology, for such reintegration is neither likely nor desirable in a pluralistic discipline.
Instead we should ask ourselves what can or should bring us together as sociologists. One approach may be to identify intellectual cores that are common to many of us. These can be concepts, frames, theories, methods, or other intellectual forms and qualities that we continue to share. A related approach is to look empirically at some major old and new fields and subfields and determine what ideas, concepts, and theories are operationally similar in the significant research and theorizing in them, even if the terminology is different. 17 Such a project might even increase the sharing of terms and reduce the excessive number of terms in the discipline. The more we emphasize elements of sociology that we share in annual meeting sessions, other -conferences, and various kinds of publications, the more we will discover to 17 Harriet Zuckerman has suggested, in a personal communication, that some sociologists' practice of changing fields and the migration of problems and approaches from one field to another may act as countertendencies to fragmentation. what extent we can remain a single discipline. Even my previously mentioned question, "What is a good society?" can perform this function. Imagine a medical sociologist, an ethnomethodologist, a specialist in gender and sex roles, a market researcher, and a mathematical sociologist, all with roughly the same values, being asked to come up with a single answer to this question! Identity is social as well as intellectual; consequently, we should also look at social mechanisms that can contribute to being and feeling a part of a single discipline. ASA does what it can along these lines, but only a bare majority of all sociologists belong, and much too small a number of them are involved in ASA as other than receivers of its services. Also, the organization still relies excessively for its agenda and leadership on academics from the major research universities to be fully representative. The Annual Meetings bring about 3,000 of us together for a hectic few days, although the sessions themselves increasingly are vehicles for specialization. In 1988, for example, 43 percent of the regular sessions were run by sections, and many other regular sessions were on subjects for which there are sections.
Publications could bring us together as well, but I wonder if they do since our journals tend to appeal largely to specialists, whatever the editor's hopes. For example, ASR, being the flagship journal, is supposed to represent the best in sociology. However, for this reader and I imagine many others, it is also a journal of lengthy research reports on specialized topics, only some of which are of general interest. In addition, ASR is dominated by often elegant quantitative research. In fact, some have suggested that ASR is actually a methodological journal for quantitative sociologists not able or willing to work through the yet more technical articles in Sociological Methodology. There are exceptions in ASR's emphasis, to be sure, and recent editors have published more exceptions than past ones. On the whole, however, most major articles continue to be research reports of roughly the same format and from basically one kind of sociology. Sometimes one gets the impression that ASR is "run" by its contributors, the editors functioning primarily as quality controllers and traffic cops even if they might personally prefer to publish a different journal. Like the organizations we study, ASR has become institutionalized. CS may be the most general of the journals, for it reviews a large proportion of all the books sociologists publish. While the reviews are classified by sets of specialties, CS readers can get a kind of overview of sociology by reading all of the reviews. Conversely, anecdotal evidence suggests that many of ASR's readers scan the abstracts, read an article or two, and leave it at that. Over the years many have reported in the discipline's grapevine that they have difficulty understanding or getting involved in many of the articles, and there are regular complaints, some published (Wilner 1985) , that ASR almost never deals with any of the severe problems or controversial issues abundant in American society.'8 None of these observations are intended as criticisms of present or past editors of ASR, for they work harder and longer at less celebrated tasks than any other active ASA members. Furthermore, I do not think ASR should be anything else than what it is now: a journal of research papers, although it should publish more reports of qualitative research and theoretical as well as historical papers.'9
Instead of making basic changes in ASR, we need another sociological journal that publishes what ASR cannot: articles of general interest to sociologists. Although such a journal should be published for sociologists and not the lay public and should be of high intellectual quality, it must not be a technical journal. This should also add to its appeal and help make it profitable for an academic publisher. We would not even be pioneers in establishing such a journal, for in 1987 the American Economic Association began to publish The Journal of Economic Perspectives, which described itself in its first issue as "a scholarly economics journal for the general audience of economists" (Stiglitz, Shapiro, and Taylor 1987, p. 3).
The editors of this new journal would have 18 Despite the high reliability and validity of the sociological grapevine, my evidence is anecdotal, and we badly need sophisticated readership studies of the discipline's major journals. 19 In fact, the number of historical papers in ASR is now rising and one way to begin to assure the publication of qualitative research reports and theoretical papers is to submit them in large enough numbers and at such high levels of quality that ASR cannot want to do other than to publish them.
